Research, however, has not systematically produced the designs or data necessary to identify and justify the variables within a global "matching" construct (Bracht, 1970) . "One reason for the host of experimental comparisons resulting in nonsignificant differences may be simply that methods optimal for some students are detrimental to the achievement of others" (McKeachie, 1963 (McKeachie, , p. 1157 . In short, research efforts designed to measure the effects of a teacher style, or a learner characteristic, or an intervention program, have failed to account for the differential effects attributable to the co-existing independent variables. Thus, the application of a singular treatment on a random and undifferentiated population tends to "wash-out" the differential-or interactioneffects.
Research specifying differential aptitudes or characteristics and differential treatments has produced results that support the "matching" or ATI procedure (Warren, 1969; Hunt, 1974; Cronbach & Snow, 1977; and Rich & Bush, 1978) . In general, the studies have demonstrated that populations assessed to be functioning on different behavioral-psychological dimensions perform differently under the influence of specified treatments. Reynolds and Balow ( 1972) , in a review of interaction studies, reached a similar conclusion: " . . . interactions between pupil characteristics, teaching methods, and material suggest that the teacher would be more or less effective depending on the decisions he made to match the teaching system to the pupil" (p.364).
In addition to the research results, educators have long known that "matching" or A TI does exist. To state that interaction does not exist " ... is to assert that whichever educational procedure is best for Johnny is best for everyone else in Johnny's school. Even the most commonplace adaptation of instruction, such as choosing different books for more capable and less capable readers of a given age, rests on an assumption of ATI that seems foolish to challenge" (Cronbach & Snow, 1977, p.492) . At this point in time, however, "matching" procedures have minimal priority, are infrequently implemented and, often, intuitively conceptualized. To maximize the projected effects of a "matching" model, two basic questions must be answered:
I. Which intervention strategies, educational objectives, teacher variables, and student variables are most relevant?
2. How will these four variables be related to produce significant effects?
INTERVENTION STRATEGIES
Special educators have been inundated with literature, research, and training models that emphasize a specific intervention strategy for teaching disturbed/ disordered students. Intervention programs such as "behavior modification," "psychoeducational," and "open education" have been advocated unilaterally without consideration for characteristics of the student, objectives to be achieved, or style of the teacher. Obviously, a singular program, based on a set of theoretical principles, is not equally applicable for all students or all teacher styles. Rhodes and Tracy ( 1972) define an intervention as" ... a mediational process which enters into the variant reciprocity between a child and his world, to affect that reciprocity, and to promote a different outcome than would have been expected without such interposing" (p.27). The specific intervention strategies, or interposing, have been developed from theories which" ... employ the same basic methodology ... "(p.2); " . . . share a common orienting outlook ... "(p.2); and" ... agree 3 regarding basic amelioration . .. " (p.3). Based upon these assumptions, five categories of theory were identified: (I) biophysical, (2) behavioral, (3) psychodynamic, (4) sociological, and (5) ecological.
The sequence is not random, but a logical progression, with the first theory (biophysical) " ... representing the most individual and physical focus ... " and the last theory ( ecological) representing " ... the most universal and complex focus" (p.5). Each of the five theories or models" ... purports to be a representation of the causes, dimensions, and explanations of all human behavior" (Rhodes & Tracy, 1972, p.23) .
The conceptualized intervention strategies follow essentially the same progressive sequence as the theory construct-that is, from a specific, concrete, behavioral focus to a global, inferred, affective focus. This qualitative dimension is critical if teacher style, educational objectives, and student characteristics are to be "matched" effectively. The hypothesized relationships between the theoretical models of causality and the individual intervention strategies are presented in Table I .
The biophysical theory, with an individual-physical focus, is consistent with the structured strategy, which focuses on specific, concrete, and cognitive goals. The relationship implies that students diagnosed as braininjured, for example, require a controlled program that may utilize sensory reduction, task analysis, sequential programming, and consistency. If the problem is one of learned deviance, the appropriate strategy is behavior modification, which emphasizes the shaping of behavior through systematic application of reinforcements.
The psychoanalytic model, which has been the traditional responsibility of medicine and psychiatry, emphasizes psychological causes and treatment procedures (Achenbach, 1974) . Behavioral symptoms, then, are indirect expressions of psychic problems that have their roots in early childhood-parental experiences. The theory of causality, therefore, includes both an individual and social focus; intervention similarly requires a careful blend of structure and insight.
The open education intervention strategy emphasizes development of self-concept and ego strength in an environment that promotes involvement, interaction, and personal growth through positive and caring relationships. Although the strategy has tenets of the psychoanalytic strategy, concepts such as treatment and insight are discarded in favor of self-determination and personal exploration.
The intrapersonal strategy, synonomous with selfdetermination or personal freedom, is not so much a model as an ideological position that emphasizes the rights of students to make choices regarding their life styles and educational goals. Neill (1960) , Moustakas ( 1966) , and Rogers ( 1969) advocate personal freedom since most behavioral-psychological conflicts are a result of social and ecological factors that impinge on the individual.
The engineered classroom (Hewett, 1968) and the psychoeducational (Fagen, Long, & Stevens, 1975) strategies are eclectic approaches which borrow from several models. The former strategy emphasizes features of the cognitive goals, and the latter strategy leans more toward an affective orientation.
As the models of causality and interventions proceed along the hierarchy, they become more universal and complex, emphasizing more global, inferred, and affective goals. Because of the increasing universal and complex nature of the relationship, the task of specifying examples for each causal model and intervention strategy becomes more difficult and theoretical. As a general guide, however, successive steps along the hierarchy place increasingly less emphasis on the individual as the source of maladaptive behavior or disturbance, with a commensurate decrease in intervention control over the individual. This qualitative dimension is critical if teacher style, educational objectives, and student characteristics are to be matched effectively.
TEACHING STYLES
The characteristic manner in which a teacher fulfills the ascribed classroom leadership role in an educational environment is called a teaching style. As with student behaviors, the number of potential variables involved in the teaching process is infinite. Teacher characteristics such as flexibility, warmth, objectivity, knowledge, and training have been subjected to research analysis that has resulted in contradictory or inconclusive findings . Nevertheless, because teacher style is reported to be relatively permanent for a given teacher and because teacher influence on student behavior is relatively great, a more fruitful conception of teacher style is warranted.
The construct traditionally used to describe teaching style has been ascribed to a continuum of teachercentered behaviors. In the final analysis, this teaching style dimension can be described as representing an external-internal control continuum. Although the descriptive nomenclature may vary (e.g., authoritariandemocratic, direct-indirect, or controlled-reflective), the critical factor is the exercise of power by the teacher. "In essence, the ... continuum involves the extent to which the teacher makes decisions for the child" (Kauffman & Lewis, 1974, p. 281) .
Terms such as direct, dominant, and authoritarian styles are reported to be characteristic of external control approaches in which the interaction and objectives are more inclusively regulated by the teacher. Indirect, reflective, and democratic styles have been associated with internal control approaches in which students assume intrapersonal and interpersonal regulation. Thus, internal teaching styles are characterized by a limited exercise of control and more facilitative interaction patterns.
Exemplary teacher style behaviors, characteristic of the external-internal continuum, are identified as directindirect by the Flanders ( 1965) Interaction Analysis system. In the Flanders system, direct teacher style behaviors consist of: lecturing, information giving, providing directions, criticizing, and justifying authority.
These behaviors restrict student freedom and set limits or focus attention. Indirect teacher style behaviors, on the other hand, increase student freedom and reduce limits, by asking questions, building on student ideas, responding to feelings, praising, and encouraging. Although the two extremes provide a clear distinction on the direct-indirect continuum, a teacher rarely demonstrates behaviors from only one extreme and excludes the other. More often, teachers demonstrate a blend of direct-indirect behaviors, relying more heavily upon style behaviors in one direction.
The controversy over the desirability and efficacy of ex ternal-internal styles has been the subject of educational research and literature for several decades. For example, Bills (1956) states that the idea of selfdiscovered learning (internal style) is as effective as traditional procedures (external style) in learning course content and more effective in achieving personal adjustment.
The conclusions reached by Bills have not been supported entirely. Stern ( 1962) , in a review of studies dealing with learning environments, found that only one research report (Faw, 1949) actually demonstrated that the internal-oriented style resulted in significantly greater mastery of subject matter. More recently, Bennett ( 1976) concluded that formal or traditional teacher methods (external style) demonstrated superiority over informal styles in student acquisition of academic skills.
McKeachie ( 1962) is in basic agreement with both Stern and Bennett. He concluded that students achieved lower scores on content examinations with internal styles, which indicated a " . . . weakness, at least in achieving lower-level cognitive goals" (p. 328). Stern, however, reaffirms the findings that an internal style is associated with more positive personal adjustment.
The extent to which the teacher controls the classroom, or makes decisions for the child , correlates with both intervention strategies and educational objectives. The operation of a structured or behavior modification strategy, which requires stringent time and behavioral schedules, measured in small hierarchical increments, is more consistent with the external teacher style. Teachers using behavior modification, however, provide verbal praise for appropriate behavior-which falls within the internal teacher style. Similarly, dynamic strategies that emphasize feelings, freedom, and reflection are more consistent with internal teacher styles. But, when limits are set or information is provided, "internal teachers" are 5 demonstrating external style behaviors. Teachers within the psychoeducational strategy demonstrate a relatively even mixture of external-internal behaviors, with the direction determined by the feeling-behavioral level of the students and the objectives to be accomplished.
EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES
The nature of the educational objectives to be achieved by the learner is a significant part of the intervention strategy and total "matching" concept. Educational objectives, such as those constructed by Bloom (1956) and Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia ( 1956) , have been presented in the form of taxonomies or a hierarchy of educational outcomes. In the main, the two taxonomies identify major classes of educational outcomes which form a cumulative hierarchy from simple, concrete objectives to complex, abstract objectives (see Table 2 ).
Although the controversy regarding the validity of the hierarchical arrangement has produced some disagreement over the direct and cumulative links between classes of objectives, research generally supports the relevance of the taxonomies (Madaus, Woods, & Nuthall, 1973) .
In terms of the "matching" model, a critical concern is to determine which strategies and teaching styles are most effective for achieving which objectives. Research with both typical and exceptional children, using a variety of methods and strategies, including teacher styles, has yielded some consistent patterns. Structured or external control methods have demonstrated significantly superior results in student achievement of lower-level cognitive goals, such as attending, knowledge, and comprehension (Wright & Nuthall, I 970; Salomon & Achenbach, 1974) . Secondary-aged students, however, are reported to both prefer and achieve higher level objectives with internal or experiential methods (Flanders, 1965; Hamachek, 1969; Scheuer, 1971) . Anderson ( 1959) summarizes the effects of authoritarian and democratic methods on learning outcomes:
Democratic leadership is associated with high morale when the primary group goal is social . . . or emotional catharsis, as in the case of the therapy group. Morale is higher under authoritarian leadership, however, in groups which are primarily committed to some task goal rather than social-emotional goal. There is wide agreement that authoritarian leadership is most effective when the task is simple and concrete (p.204). Thus, accomplishment of an educational objective, by its nature and hierarchical position, can be said to be facilitated by the use of procedures (both strategy and teacher style) that are consistent with the objective. In short, basic, lower-level objectives which are concrete and specific tend to be more readily achieved by learners in educational environments that are concrete and specific (e.g., structured and behavior modification strategies). Advanced, higher-level objectives which require more elaborate cognitive and affective processing are achieved more readily by learners when the environment encourages interaction and social-emotional exploration (e.g., psychoeducational and open education strategies).
STUDENT DEVELOPMENT AL BEHAVIORS
Within the fields of education and psychology, learner variables such as intelligence, achievement, attitudes, acculturation and an array of demographic traits have been used to predict student responses to learning environments. For the vast majority of students, these variables have correlated significantly with cognitive and affective performance. The traditional variables identified and subsequently researched, however, have not demonstrated interaction or "matching" effects, nor have they accounted for variance in the disturbed/ disordered population. Therefore, traditional variables are tentatively rejected for consideration in the "matching" process.
Literature in education and in developmental and clinical psychology reveals a number of generalizations regarding the relative severity of selected maladaptive behaviors. For example, several models (Swap, 1974; Andrews & Bartolini, 1964 ) have attempted to synthesize child development theories into a hierarchy or continuum, postulating representative behaviors for developmental levels; but ranking behaviors on a continuum of development is a hypothetical construct which should be interpreted with caution and flexibility. This is particularly evident since the theoretical positions are not equally amenable to rigorous comparison nor does such a continuum account for individual variance.
An analysis of the theories advanced by Freud (Hall, 1954) , Maslow (1965) , Erikson (1965) , and Piaget (Flavell, 1963) and the research by Hunt (1971) , Rotter (1966) , Kagan and Moss (1962) , and Peck and Havighurst (1960) , is interpreted to reveal a number of consistent behavioral patterns that can be ranked developmentally. Characteristic learner behaviors within these constructs constitute behaviors corresponding to developmental levels or stages. Thus, students diagnosed as distu rbed or disordered would be functioning on a level different from their chronological counterparts in the normal population. Although disturbed/ disordered students generally would be expected to function on lower levels, different level is stressed since the characteristics of some students functioning on a higher level may not be valued or understood, and therefore labeled disturbed or disordered.
Alfred Baldwin ( 1967) examined six theories of child development, including those of Kurt Lewin, Sigmund Freud and Jean Piaget, and concluded that the theories were " ... not so much contradictory as unrelated" (p. vii). For Baldwin, the theories" ... are concerned with different aspects of child development more than they are focused on different explanations of the same behavior. This fact suggests eclectic integration of the theories provided that they can be reconciled in language" (pp.
597-598).
A summary compilation of the behaviors presumed from the theories, holding individual variance constant, indicates the following continuum of severity: (I) unsocialized; (2) protective (withdrawn, compulsive, and dependent); (3) defining or testing (negativistic , aggressive, and assertive); and (4) independet).t. The relationship between the theories and the synthesized behaviors is presented in Table 3 . Although certain relevant constructs are not included in the table (e.g., Rotter's Locus of Control; Kohlberg's Stages of Moral Development; Piaget's several developmental constructs), the omitted developmental theories are consistent with both the continuum hierarchy and the behavior synthesis. The four levels of developmental behaviors, including the subcategory behaviors, represent progressive development; however, the distinction between some behaviors is relatively minor and may be a function of individual manifestation rather than severity.
Unsocialized behavior, evidenced by egocentrism, extraordinary impulsivity and hyperkinesis, represents the most basic or youngest developmental behavior. This behavior manifestation is characteristic of infants who are operating on a self-fulfilling, demand-response pattern, wherein the behavior is to achieve immediate, even irrational, gratification.
Protective behavior (withdrawn, compulsive, and dependent), which is normally experienced during early childhood, consists of patterns of behavior that are designed to identify and predict major elements of the environment without risking physical or psychological pain. Protective behaviors often approximate the behaviors of individuals considered externally controlled when consequences are " ... typically perceived as the result of luck, chance, fate, as under the control of powerful others" (Rotter, 1966, p. 3). Withdrawn behavior, or movement away from people, is evidence of social awareness, but apprehension, anxiety, or fear prevents interaction. Compulsive and dependent behaviors represent an evolution from withdrawal in that the child's focus shifts from noninteraction to stringent compliance with norms, or subservient association with people. The distinction between compulsive and dependent behavior may be little more than a semantic one, but ritualistic compliance with relatively permanent norms is considered less threatening and more predictable than dependency, which is subject to the variant responses in adults.
Defining behavior (negativistic, aggressive, and assertive) or behavior intended to test the environment for personal limits, is an attempt to determine the relative power and control possessed by the child. In effect, the child is emerging as an internally controlled individual (Rotter, 1966) , perceiving consequences as a result of one's own actions. Negativistic behavior, or behavior which minimizes the potential performance and credibility of oneself, is an attempt to validate the extent to which the child can produce self-consistent responses. Aggressive behavior that is goal oriented (i.e., a controlled response to conflict) is a reasonable indication that the child has acquired power and is attempting to define the self within the environment. Uncontrolled aggression, on the other hand, is more consistent with behaviors of the unsocialized child and should be treated accordingly. Assertive behavior is an extension of aggressive behavior. At this level, however, power is exercised in a forceful but more socially accepted manner.
Independent behavior-the pinnacle in terms of the hierarchy-represents a child who has resolved , at least temporarily, the more basic needs. In short, the child has satisfactorily resolved the psycho-social crises appropriate for this chronological age; the personality is regulated by the ego; the safety needs have been met; the behavior is regulated by a sense of cooperation; and the individual is internally reinforced. * emergence of limited reality orientation and ego control ** personality with fully functioning and regu•ating ego *** highest levels not included since they are inappropriate for non-adults.
NOTE:
The levels or stages listed horizontally across the top of the table are considered the most basic or lowest developmentally; conversely, those listed across the bottom of the table are the highest or most advanced. Relationships among the theories are determined by their horizontal proximity across the columns.
THE ''MATCHING" MODEL
Research studies repeatedly have concluded that" ... certain kinds of teachers fit better into certain kinds of programs, and that certain children are more ready to respond to one or another program types" (Morse, Cutler, & Fink, 1964, p. 129) . Consequently, recent theory constructs (Bloom, 1976; Joyce & Weil, 1972) have attempted to conceptualize school learning as a function of differential student characteristics and methods of teaching. Although the potential number of variables is infinite, the number has been reduced to a relatively few critical variables that can be used to explain differences in outcomes. Bloom (1976) , for example, identified " ... three interdependent variables which are central to ... theory of school learning; .. . student characteristics, instruction, and learning outcomes" (pp. 10-11).
The "matching" model presented in this article similarly has focused on a reduced number of variables: learner behavior, teacher style, educational objectives, and intervention strategies. Each of the variables was operationalized on a continuum representing a hierarchy of behaviors and factors.
The theoretical positions and behavioral factors included in this article constitute a remarkable degree of consistency. Table 4 presents the four variables considered in this article; each factor is represented by a continuum, arranged in hierarchical fashion, which reflects progressive change or adaptation. Thus, the table is to be read horizontally to determine the "match" between and among the four variables.
Knowledge and receiving objectives, for example, require a structured strategy, implemented by a direct teacher. A similar strategy and teacher would be required for children whose behavior is characterized as unsocialized. In short, children functioning on the basic levels are " ... lacking important basic skills, who need direction and protection until they can acquire them" (Joyce & Harootunian, 1967, p. 95) . The opposite continuum extremes suggest grossly different "matched" factors. Children who are independent or assertive, or who are attempting to meet higher level objectives, are best facilitated in more "open," dynamic environments with indirect teachers.
Factors falling between the two extremes would require proportionate shifts among the remaining factors. As learners achieve educational objectives, or behavior changes to a more advanced level, the . inter-9 vention strategy and teacher style would need to shift accordingly. The shift may involve phasing out tangible rewards, eliminating a limit, introducing the child to a problem-solving group , or, as Garner ( 1976) has suggested, combining behavior modification with feeling-oriented therapy.
Obviously, not all of the four factors will constantly "match" across the table. Therefore, the "match" must be viewed with flexibility, considering the elimination of a factor that is not necessary or is consistently mismatched with the remaining factors.
Educators need to facilitate the movement of children who are functioning on the basic levels to the higher levels. Thus, direct teachers must become, in progressive steps consistent with changes in the learner, less direct. Structured, external control environments must evolve into self-directed, internal control programs. And objectives must progress from the specific, concrete knowledge and receiving levels to higher order cognitive and affective objectives. 
RESEARCH DOCUMENTATION
The "matched" model presented here is a theoretical conception that has limited research support. Although no study has been conducted which tests the totality of the matching model, documentation supports the interaction between selected variables. Dietrich ( 1966) , for example, studied the behavioral effects of direct, indirect, and behavior modification classroom structures on children diagnosed as neurotic, unsocialized , antisocial, and psychotic. Although the study was plagued with numerous limitations, Dietrich concluded that" ... the children did behave differently in each condition .. . (which) tended to confirm the predictions of the specific kinds of behaviors each type of child would be expected to display in the different class structures" (pp. 69-70). Rich ( 1969) , in a study of classroom climates for the emotionally disturbed, found that direct and indirect teachers had a differential (!ffect on dominant (acting-out and conduct problem) and nurturant (withdrawn and passive) children. Whereas nurturant children instructed by direct teachers demonstrated greater achievement time at task, and affective perception, dominant childre~ achieved similar gains with indirect teachers. The alternative arrangement ( direct-dominant and indirectnurturant) produced significantly lower scores on all three dependent measures. This study was replicated with normal children (Rich, 1973 ) using a classification construct of social-emotional development. The interaction effects between student development and teacher style were supported. Hunt (1971 Hunt ( , 1974 , Warren (1969), and Wood (1975) have developed related theoretical models and investigated the interaction effects between selected student characteristics and environmental factors. Hunt's model uses the level of student development, based on a continuum of interpersonal maturity, matched with an environment defined by the amount of structure. "The Conceptual Level development model is an interactive theory of development which considers development progression or growth to be determined both by_ the person's present development stage and by the environment he experiences" (Hunt, 1974, p.24) . Hunt additionally has provided an enormous amount of data supporting the interaction construct. Warren ( 1969) hypothesized that different kinds of treatment programs conducted by different kinds of workers would have differential effects on different kinds of delinquents. Delinquents classified according to personality and interpersonal maturity (I-level) were commensurately matched on a continuum of treatments ranging from clear, concrete structure to the development of insight through therapy. Warren concluded that delinquents " ... who were well matched with their treaters have much higher success rates than those who are not well matched" (p'.47). Wood ( 1975) similarly has articulated a different treatment method for young disturbed children. In essence, the program consists of stages of child development matched with stages of therapy. Each state" ... requires a different emphasis, different techniques, and different materials and experiences" (p.7).
The research presented in support of the matching model of this article does not justify acceptance of the model, but sufficient evidence exists to conclude that there is a strong interaction effect between and among the factors. Obviously, the specific factors included in this model, including the hypothesized relationships, require greater specificity and research documentation.
A matching model is needed in the education of emotionally disturbed and behaviorally disordered students. Special educators need to develop a procedure by which children are introduced to intervention strategies appropriate to their behavioral-developmental level and the objectives. The conclusion stated by Morse, Cutler, and Fink (1964) remains appropriate today: "There is no doubt that certain kinds of teachers fit better into certain kinds of programs, and that certain children are more ready to respond to one or another program types" (p.129). This "matching" model has been presented as a procedure by which the best fit can be accomplished among the teacher-learning factors.
